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ABSTRACT 
William A. Gordon II: The Relationship Between Extracurricular Lessons and 
General Achievement, Self-Perception of Ability, and Persistence of Elementary 
and Middle School Students with Learning Disabilities Across SES Groups 
(Under the direction of Dr. Mary Ruth Coleman) 
Working with the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS) 
database, this study gathered evidence regarding the relationship between extracurricular 
lessons and general achievement, self-perception of ability, and persistence of elementary 
and middle school students with learning disabilities across low and high socioeconomic 
groups.  There was not enough viable data to test for statistical significance on the 
relationship between extracurricular lessons and self-perceived ability.  Findings showed 
that participation in extracurricular lessons did not have a statistically significant effect 
on general achievement and persistence in both SES groups.  The low amount of viable 
data supports the need for further examination using a primary data collection method.  
With the growing number of children with learning disabilities, it is critical that we 
examine the relationship between learning disabilities and self-efficacy, persistence, and 
general achievement.  
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“Self-efficacy…influence[s] task choice, effort, persistence, and achievement. Compared 
with students who doubt their learning capacities, those who have a sense of efficacy for 
[particular tasks] participate more readily, work harder, persist longer when they 
encounter difficulties, and achieve at a higher level…. Students do not engage in 
activities they believe will lead to negative outcomes” (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997, p. 
36). 
“Self-belief does not necessarily ensure success, but self-disbelief assuredly 
spawns failure” (Bandura, 1997, p. 77). 
 
Background and Significance 
 
In order for today’s children to eventually become responsible adult citizens, one 
could argue they need, at the very least, to make it through high school.  By extension it 
would be correct to assume that in order for children to be successful as adults, they first 
need to be successful in their studies in school.  While many young people achieve a high 
school diploma and some go on to college, there are countless numbers who have trouble 
getting that far (Lehr, 2004).  Approximately 70 percent of students nationwide graduate 
from high school on time.  That leaves roughly 1 in every 3 students either behind or not 
graduating at all (Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, 2006).  As a result, 
these children risk being uneducated, underemployed, and unprepared to participate 
successfully in the 21st century (Deshler, Hock, Pulvers, & Schumaker, 2001).  The 
foundation of a good education must be laid during these important formative years.  
Therefore, students’ achievement and progression through school can have a significant 
effect on their adult life (Deshler et al., 2001).  As the quote at the top states, those 
students who have a “sense of efficacy … achieve at a higher level” and that students do 
not “engage in activities they believe will lead to negative outcomes” (Schunk & 
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Zimmerman, 1997, p. 36).  It is important to examine how students’ early academic 
experiences may shape their school success and affect their adult life. 
There are many factors and variables that could be examined when looking at a 
child’s achievement and progression through school. The argument can be made that a 
child’s self-efficacy and persistence play an important role in a child’s academic success.  
Self-efficacy, according to Albert Bandura (1977), refers to one’s beliefs about his or her 
ability to perform specific tasks successfully.  More specifically, academic self-efficacy 
refers to a student’s belief in his or her ability to perform specific tasks essential to his or 
her academic success.  Bandura also stated that self-efficacy has a direct effect on a 
student’s perseverance in the face of obstacles (1977), making it as important as self-
efficacy to examine. Generally, as children reach the elementary years they become more 
accurate in their self-evaluations of their abilities (Bandura, 1997).  More specifically, the 
years in elementary school make up one of the most important stages in a child’s life with 
respect to self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).  In these early years, children begin to form their 
own efficacy beliefs in their ability to achieve academic success.  A student’s efficacy 
expectations affect both the amount of effort he or she will put forth, how long he or she 
will put forth that effort in the face of difficulties, and how resilient he or she will be in 
the face of aversive situations (Bandura, 1977).  If a child does not believe in his or her 
ability to achieve an academic task in school, we must ask “Will it affect their learning 
and in turn the rest of their lives?”  Numerous studies have shown that children’s efficacy 
beliefs during their formative years have a significant effect on their career aspirations 
because their efficacy affects interest, interest encourages academic effort and 
persistence, and the effort and persistence results in success in their coursework and 
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career (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, and Pastorelli, 1996).  Bandura et al. (1996) also 
conclude that:  
 
The patterning of children’s perceived efficacy influences the types of occupations 
for which they believe they have the capabilities, which in turn, is linked to the  
kinds of career pursuits they would choose for their life’s work.  Thus, children of 
high perceived academic efficacy achieve good academic progress and have high  
educational aspirations and a strong sense of efficacy for scientific, educational,  
literary and medical pursuits … [and] … children’s beliefs in their academic self- 
efficacy had the most pervasive direct impact on their judgments of their  
occupational efficacy (p. 198). 
 
Furthermore, as far back as 1981, Hackett and Betz found that self-efficacy 
determines whether a person will choose or avoid making a career goal.  Self-efficacy 
also influences the quality and persistence of a person’s performance on a career-related 
task (Betz, 1992).  The importance of academic self-efficacy as a crucial role in career 
goals, which in turn affect the child later in life, cannot be understated.   
The role self-efficacy plays in this particular stage for all children is an important 
one.  However, it can be said that academic self-efficacy in the lives of children with 
learning disabilities is a central factor in their future learning (DuBois and Panagos, 
1999).  A learning disability could potentially have a profound effect on their ability to 
make significant future goals and decisions.  Therefore, it is important for researchers to 
contemplate the role a learning disability plays in a school age child’s academic self-
efficacy.  A learning disability can have a profound effect by lowering a child’s academic 
self-efficacy and confidence (DuBois & Panagos, 1999).  As the second quote at the top 
of the paper states, self-disbelief “assuredly spawns failure” (Bandura, 1999, p. 77).  This 
lack of confidence in one’s ability to achieve academic tasks has the potential to restrict 
career-related interests in students with LD (DuBois & Panagos, 1999) and can 
potentially affect the young person’s future.  Children with learning disabilities often feel 
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discouraged because of their challenges, and, as a result, they have a low self-efficacy 
regarding their academics.  Their disability can cause them to form lower efficacy beliefs 
in their schoolwork (DuBois & Panagos, 1999).  Because of this low self-efficacy, 
students with learning disabilities may not put forth the effort to do well in school and 
may avoid tasks because of previous failure (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997).  Students 
with learning disabilities often find that their grades suffer because they do not put forth 
the effort in gaining the understanding of important concepts (Schunk & Zimmerman, 
1997).  This can become a cycle—poor grades lead to task avoidance because of previous 
failure (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997).  A child with a learning disability, as a result, 
could possibly end up unprepared to make a significant career choice or similarly 
meaningful decision (Deschler et al., 2001).  According to Schunk & Zimmerman (1997), 
in order to ensure this cycle does not occur, it is important that students with learning 
disabilities gain efficacy in academic tasks.   
If there was a way to improve a child’s self-efficacy, the benefits to the child 
could be significant.  However, finding ways to improve the self-efficacy of a student 
with learning disabilities in a normal school setting may prove difficult.  There is an 
entire classroom of students the teacher has to watch over in addition to other everyday 
demands that are placed on teachers.  It would seem that students with learning 
disabilities could benefit from one-on-one tutoring interaction outside of the classroom 
(Deschler et al., 2001).  The tutor can focus on the individual child and his or her specific 
challenges, and more time and effort is spent on the child.   There are many options 
parents can choose in getting their child this important help.  One of these alternatives, 
after-school extracurricular lessons, is an option that could be strongly related to the self-
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efficacy of students with learning disabilities.  After-school programs provide a student 
the one-on-one time with a tutor the child needs.  If it were demonstrated that additional 
help or guidance in the form of extracurricular lessons is in some way related to level of 
self-efficacy or perceived ability, there could be significant implications for future 
students with learning disabilities. 
Another important variable to consider is the socioeconomic status of the student.  
This variable could have a significant effect on several factors and variables already 
mentioned.  There is a wealth of evidence that SES affects a child’s cognitive 
development, their decisions, and quality of task performance (Plata & Trusty, 2005).  
The literature review in the next section will examine the ramifications of a student’s 
socioeconomic status on their school success. 
Personal Interest: Jon’s Story 
My interest in the relationship between after-school programs on the self-efficacy 
of students with learning disabilities stems from my own experiences as a full-time after-
school tutor for two years before attending graduate school.  Many experiences in this 
position have forced me to think about the one-on-one relationship between the after-
school tutor and the individual student.  An experience with one of my after-school 
students led me to think about the self-efficacy of children with learning disabilities.  
Like many other after-school programs, our schedule consisted of discovery learning 
activities, a structured physical activity, and a major concentration on homework help and 
tutoring.  One of the children, a kindergartener named Jon, had been diagnosed with a 
learning disability and, as a result, was having trouble with his grades.   
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Before I started, the school did not have a structured program and, instead, had 
put the after-school students in with the Pre-kindergarten class, where they were told to 
complete their homework with their progress sporadically monitored.  Once they were 
finished (or thirty minutes had passed), they combined with the Pre-kindergarten class 
and had unstructured play time.  In his normal school day, Jon was in a regular classroom 
with non-learning disabled students.  His teacher sent with him, along with all of the 
other students in the class, a homework folder to complete.  In their folders were 
worksheets with a simple writing exercise one day and a basic mathematics exercise the 
next.  Because Jon was just a kindergartener, the homework was not difficult—it was 
simply work the teacher believed to be developmentally and learning appropriate for the 
students to complete independently.  Jon’s mother expressed that he was having trouble 
completing this work, and she felt his current after-school time was not helping in that he 
was not getting the adequate study and learning time needed to do well in school. 
Over the course of my first year, I tried to help Jon as much as I could with his 
homework assignments.  I made an effort to go through each problem and exercise in his 
homework with him, and tried to keep it one-on-one as much as I could (considering 
there were other students in the program.)  What I found was that Jon was not having 
much trouble actually understanding the material, but with his confidence in attempting 
the material.  Before the tutoring, Jon did not perceive himself as capable of performing 
these tasks.  I tried to set up situations where he could be successful with small tasks or 
exercises.  Once he was successful in completing these small assignments, Jon tended to 
have more self-efficacy in other tasks and subjects.  Jon’s grades seemed to gradually 
improve over the course of the school year.  As I thought about it, I asked myself whether 
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the increased self-efficacy or self-perceived ability could have been more beneficial to 
Jon than the actual tutoring.  I was not a trained or professional tutor—my main objective 
simply was to try to help the students understand the concepts taught in school and to 
apply these concepts through homework, but Jon seemed to benefit more from just the 
one-on-one time that I provided for him.  This experience led me to the current study 
regarding the self-efficacy beliefs in students with learning disabilities within the context 
of an after-school program.   
Many after-school programs follow this similar schedule of one-on-one 
homework help and learning concept tutoring (Deschler et al., 2001).  If in fact after-
school programs in the form of extracurricular lessons are related to the self-efficacy and 
persistence of learning disabled students, the results would have a significant impact on 
how we as educators support our students.  The purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship between extracurricular lessons and the persistence, general achievement, 
and, as a proxy to self-efficacy, self-perceived ability of a sample of elementary and 
middle students with learning disabilities across SES groups. 
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Literature Review 
This literature review will examine studies performed on the following key 
variables and combinations thereof: after-school programs (ASPs), extracurricular 
lessons, self-efficacy, socioeconomic status (SES), and learning disabilities.  The studies 
reviewed were found using the Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) 
database as well as reviewing key references within the articles found. 
Effect of Extracurricular Tutoring on General Achievement of on-learning Disabled 
Students 
There are a vast number of studies examining the effect of extracurricular tutoring 
on academic achievement of students, many of which support the idea that tutoring 
improves achievement.  More specifically, many current studies have demonstrated how 
after-school programs have effectively helped non-learning disabled students with 
learning strategy knowledge and school achievement.  Deshler, Hock, Pulvers, and 
Schumaker (2001) found in their study that a significant improvement in quiz as well as 
semester grades was seen in non-learning disabled middle school students after a series of 
after-school strategic tutoring sessions.  Additionally, they found that the tutors could 
teach learning strategies during sessions and have the students learn these strategies as 
they completed their homework assignments.   
Cartledge, Gardner, Schley, Seidl, and Woolsey (2001) found that an after-school 
tutoring program at Mt. Olivet Christian Academy in Columbus, Ohio had significant 
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effects on the targeted academic skills of African-American male students at an urban 
elementary school.  The children displayed improvement in reading and math skills.  The 
study also found that during the peer-tutoring training sessions, interpersonal 
communication skills, social skills, and teamwork were directly taught. They found that 
students who can respond appropriately to social praise and corrective feedback form 
skills that may help their accomplishments in both school and career-related endeavors 
(Cartledge et al, 2001).  In this study, tutoring not only meant helping the child with 
homework, but also teaching them other skills that will facilitate learning in the future.  
This emphasis on not only homework tutoring but also on learning strategy knowledge is 
the hallmark of an effective after-school program (Deshler, Hock, Pulvers, & Schumaker, 
2001).  It would seem from these two studies that tutoring in the after-school time period 
can not only help students learn the concepts taught at school but also help the student 
learn strategies that will facilitate future learning. 
Effect of After-school Programs on General Achievement of Students with Learning 
Disabilities 
The question that will be raised next is whether the after-school lessons can help 
students with learning disabilities as much as they help non-learning disabled students.  
Current research suggests that they do. In a study performed on the effectiveness of after-
school programs, National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP, 2001) 
surveyed 800 principals around the country of public schools with after-school programs 
and found that 89% of all programs in the country serve students with either learning or 
physical disabilities.  Of the 800 principals, 96% said homework help and tutoring were a 
significant part of their curriculum.  Their biggest successes, the principals reported, were 
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academic improvement as well as the one-on-one attention the staff gives to the students.  
With 89% of after-school programs serving students with disabilities, it is imperative we 
further examine the effect tutoring after-school can have on these children.  
Beranek, Boon, Mastropieri, Mohler, Scruggs, Spencer, and Talbott (2001) 
examined whether middle school students with learning disabilities tutoring one another 
would have an effect on reading achievement.  The researchers employed reciprocal 
teaching—students assumed the role of both tutor and tutee.  This form of peer tutoring is 
comparable to the roles taken on by a typical after-school tutor and student—one student 
first plays the role of tutor, after which the roles can be switched in order to facilitate 
concept understanding (Deshler, Hock, Pulvers, & Schumaker, 2001).  After pairing up, 
students read aloud a passage to each other.  Each student then asked his or her partner a 
series of questions to facilitate and promote reading comprehension.  Results showed that 
the students in the peer-mediated group tended to do better than a control group in 
measures of reading comprehension.  The findings suggested that using tutoring and 
traditional instruction was more effective in reading comprehension skills than simply 
traditional instruction. 
Self-efficacy of Students with Learning Disabilities 
It should first be stated that, according to Hampton and Mason (2003), lower self-
efficacy in students with learning disabilities is thought to occur because of the learning 
disability’s indirect effect on the sources of self-efficacy: “(1) past performance 
accomplishment, (2) exposure to and identification with efficacious models (vicarious 
learning), (3) access to verbal persuasion and support from others, and (4) experience of 
emotional or physiological arousal in the context of task performance” (p. 101).   
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Furthermore, DuBois and Panagos (1999) found that “anticipated rewards such as pride 
and a sense of accomplishment may be important for students with LD given their 
potentially greater susceptibility to feelings of lower self-esteem and self-efficacy.” (p. 
26).   
Bryan and Bryan (1991) found that positive mood had raised the self-efficacy of 
junior high students with learning disabilities on math achievement scores.  Nineteen 
third- to fifth-grade students with learning disabilities were asked to close their eyes, 
think of the happiest day in their lives, and picture that event as well as what they were 
doing at the time in order to improve their overall mood.  They were then asked to look at 
two pages of mathematics problems and estimate how many they thought they could 
complete accurately.  When compared with a control group, they concluded that those 
who were in a better mood had a higher self-efficacy than those who did not receive the 
treatment. 
Elbaum and Vaughn (2003) found that a self-concept intervention had a positive 
effect on the self-concept of students with learning disabilities.  These self-concept 
interventions described in the study appear to be similar to the activities of an after-
school program—enhancing students’ self-perceptions, helping with academic 
knowledge as well as learning strategy knowledge, and physical and recreational games.  
A similar study, performed by Meltzer, Biglan, Rusby, and Sprague (2001), found that 
after a two-year intervention comparable to the one mentioned previously, “students with 
learning disabilities viewed themselves as motivated, hard working, appropriately 
strategic, and academically confident” (p. 96).  They also found that efficient use of 
strategies and hard work facilitated academic success, which in turn boosted motivation 
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and effort (Meltzer et al., 2001).  This outcome is analogous to Bandura’s views on 
feedback—success and satisfaction with goals accomplished leads to higher self-efficacy.   
 In their article on fostering self-efficacy in students with learning disabilities, 
Beckman and Weller (1990) concluded that increased motivation, involvement, and 
productivity boosted students’ self-efficacy levels.  Much of the current research shares 
this view.  Schunk’s (1989) research supports the assertion that increased involvement 
with a learning disabled student in the form of performance feedback, strategy 
instruction, models, and goal setting would have a positive effect on the self-efficacy of 
LD students.  These studies illustrate the larger point that self-efficacy in students with 
learning disabilities can be shaped through some kind of intervention. 
Effect of Extracurricular Lessons on the Self-efficacy of on-learning Disabled Students 
 A small number of studies examined the effect extracurricular lessons and 
tutoring have on the self-efficacy of non-learning disabled students.  In an early study, 
Bandura and Schunk (1981) found that through self-motivation and the setting of specific 
goals, mastery in mathematics and self-efficacy in the mathematical ability of school age 
children was increased.  The U.S. Department of Education and Justice’s (2000) study on 
the general effectiveness of after-school programs found that these services not only 
boost grades and academic achievement but also encouraged more self-confidence and 
loftier future aspirations, such as graduating from high school and college.  These 
findings are significant because in that they show extra guidance in the after-school time 
period can have a positive effect on academic and career efficacy of non-learning 
disabled students. 
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Effect of SES on General Achievement and Self-efficacy 
 There have been many studies performed on the effect of a student’s 
socioeconomic status on his or her general achievement.  A study performed by Borman 
and Rachuba (2001) on academic success among poor and minorities found that minority 
students from lower SES families tended to have lower academic self-efficacy and poorer 
levels of internal locus of control.  Thompson (2002) found in his study very similar 
results, stating that “students who dealt with higher levels of certain socioeconomic, 
environmental, and neighborhood stressors were at a greater disadvantage than those 
students who attended schools located in areas with fewer stressors” (p. 288).  He went 
on to say that “poverty and the various social ailments related to it were the 
overwhelming predictors of academic achievement” (p. 288) in his analysis. 
 A study on the general self-efficacy of lower and higher SES college students 
demonstrates the differential effect SES can have on self-efficacy.  Song and Tong (2004) 
found that students in a Chinese university who came from families with a lower SES had 
significantly lower scores in general self-efficacy and subjective well-being on the 
General Self-efficacy Scale and Index of Well-being, Index of General Affect than those 
students who came from families with a higher SES.  While it may be a stretch to relate 
the results of a study performed on college students to this study on elementary and 
middle school students, the findings could be indicative of a deep-seeded and long-
running sentiment a child experiences throughout their elementary, middle, and high 
school education.   
 Trusty (1994) performed a study on the relationship between SES and both 
achievement and self-concept.  In his literature review, Trusty found that there are 
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inconsistencies among studies performed on the relationship between SES and self-
concept.  He added however that most findings in these studies establish that there are 
“weak to moderate positive relationships between measures of SES and measures of self-
perceptions” (p. 282).  Results of the study showed that low achieving students in low 
SES families were most susceptible to negative self-concepts, and that low achieving 
students in high SES families were more susceptible to lower self-esteem and school-
related self-concept.  What one can gather from this study is that although students in 
high SES families tended to have lower school-related self-concept, low achieving 
students in both low and high SES families tended to have low scores in some dimension 
of self-concept.  Furthermore, this study might suggest that SES does not have an effect 
on self-concept—all low achieving students are vulnerable to lower self-concept.   
SES and After-school Programs 
 There have been a number of studies that has examined the relationship between 
SES and participation in after-school programs.  One particular study stands out in that it 
compares results on low SES students in after school program to those taken in another 
study of middle class students in an after-school program.  Posner and Vandell (1994) 
examined in their study the effect after-school programs had on low SES students.  They 
concluded that low SES students attending extracurricular lessons and activities tended to 
have better academic achievement as well as “better peer relations and emotional 
adjustment” (p. 454).  Posner and Vandell then compared their results to those of another 
study performed four years earlier.  Vandell and Corasaniti (1990) found that middle 
class students attending formal after-school programs were “associated with problematic 
social, emotional, and academic functioning, in comparison to mother care and self-care” 
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(p. 440), but those students in lower SES families experienced less of these types of 
problems.  These findings would suggest that there may be a differential effect of after-
school lessons between middle class and lower SES students, but a beneficial effect for 
lower SES students nonetheless.  From this study we might expect to see a stronger 
correlation between higher scores in lower SES students after extracurricular lessons than 
higher SES students.  The article also references Vandell and Ramanan’s (1991) study 
that examines the relationship between after-school care and emotional, social, and 
cognitive development.  Their study resulted in findings that supported the idea that after-
school programs can have a positive effect on emotional, social, and cognitive 
development compared to “latchkey” children and those who receive after-school care 
from the mother. 
Effect of Extracurricular Activities on Self-efficacy of Students with Learning Disabilities 
One qualitative study was found that examined the career self-efficacy of a 
school-age student with a learning disability. It found that his career self-efficacy was 
“enhanced through his participation in extracurricular activities that helped him discover 
his talents and possible career alternatives” (Hua, 2002, p. 396).  If this finding is any 
indication, extracurricular lessons or activities could provide opportunities for appropriate 
academic modeling through one-on-one assistance, which in turn could potentially 
enhance a student’s academic efficacy.  Furthermore, enriching a student’s self-efficacy 
beliefs can have a considerable impact on a student’s career aspirations.  Unfortunately, 
apart from this study, there has been little research directly related to the effect of out-of-
school programs on the self-efficacy of students with learning disabilities.  But, the 
results of the studies in this literature review are important in that they illustrate the effect 
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an after-school program might have on a student’s perceived efficacy.  Hopefully, in 
looking at this relationship, this study will extend our understanding. 
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Theoretical Framework 
This process of nurturing and developing self-efficacy is grounded by Bandura’s 
social learning theory.  Bandura saw performance and learning as separate—it is possible 
to learn something but choose not to perform it.  He chose to distinguish these two 
concepts because he held that people learn through not only direct reinforcement but also 
indirect or vicarious reinforcement.  If a child observes a behavior, for instance, it is 
possible that the child will learn the behavior.  He called this observational or vicarious 
learning—learning occurs without participating in the behavior.  The child chooses what 
behavior to observe and learn through a model based on two main factors—someone the 
child can relate to or identify with or someone the child holds in high esteem.  But, there 
has to be a consequence for the model that the child can relate to as well.  A person 
decides to perform a certain behavior according to his or her self-regulatory processes.  
Bandura defined self-regulation as the ability to control our own behavior, and consisted 
of three steps: (1) self-observation, (2) judgment, and (3) self-response.   
Bandura’s theory also held that a child must have a high self-efficacy or belief in 
his or her own ability in a specific task.  He thought that self-efficacy led to the child 
putting forth more effort, thus being successful, thus creating more self-efficacy.  
Bandura believed that children differed in self-efficacy, self-regulatory processes, and the 
outcomes they value, which directly influence the kind of models they choose.  All 
children have different levels of self-efficacy for different tasks as well as self-regulatory 
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processes, which affect the behaviors the child decides to perform.  According to 
Bandura, the teacher should help the child identify his or her appropriate model.  If the 
child is provided with inappropriate models, he or she will probably not observe the 
model behavior and therefore not learn.  Teachers should try to improve self-efficacy by 
setting up situations where the child will be successful.  But, the teacher could also try to 
let the child observe a valuable model being successful—this vicarious reinforcement 
will also help increase self-efficacy.   
Bandura saw motivation, self-regulatory processes, appropriate models, and self-
efficacy as important variables in learning.  In this theory, the learner plays the role of 
observer of behavior, thus being passive though active mentally.  The teacher plays the 
role of model-presenter as well as self-efficacy booster.  Bandura held that a child’s 
motivation is intrinsic and affected by self-regulatory processes.  It is the teacher’s 
responsibility to help the child find the appropriate models and boost self-efficacy, thus 
motivating the child.  Bandura (1986) states that students “will raise their perceived self-
efficacy if models teach them better ways of doing things” (p. 400).  Finally, Bandura 
(1986 and 1995) theorized that self efficacy expectations came from four major sources: 
(1) past performance accomplishment, (2) identifying and experiencing appropriate 
models, (3) verbal support and encouragement, and (4) emotional or physiological 
arousal within task performance.  It seems that Bandura’s work supports the idea that out-
of-school programs could offer students a better chance at observing the appropriate 
models than traditional instruction.  According to the National Association of Elementary 
School Principals study on after-school programs (2001), the after-school tutor can give 
more one-on-one attention to the student and individualize instruction for the student, 
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therefore increasing the likelihood of the students observing the appropriate behaviors.  
Also, these tutors can put these students into positions where they will be successful, thus 
potentially increasing self-efficacy.   
The components of an after-school tutoring program with these extracurricular 
lessons—homework help, tutoring, literacy and math enrichment, and recreational 
activities—might have the opportunity to provide all four of Bandura’s sources of self-
efficacy expectations (past performance accomplishment, identifying and experiencing 
appropriate models, verbal support and encouragement, and emotional arousal within task 
performance.)  The nature of the one-on-one relationship between tutor and student 
facilitates an environment where academic progress is easily tracked, and it can serve as a 
source of past performance accomplishment through consistently helping the child be 
successful at tasks.  The tutor in this relationship can better identify the appropriate 
model as well as provide verbal support and encouragement.  Emotional or physiological 
arousal within task performance can be imparted through praise or reinforcement when 
the student is successful.   
Bandura and Schunk (1981) also stated that self-efficacy deficits in learning 
disabled students are a direct result of lack of self-knowledge and faulty task analysis.  
Whereas the four sources are responsible for self-efficacy expectations, it would seem 
that lack of self-knowledge and faulty task analysis are responsible for self-efficacy 
deficits in the learning disabled.  If these two problems are indeed the cause for low self-
efficacy, out-of-school programs could in fact help with self-efficacy and general 
achievement in both respects.  As seen in the Deshler et al. study (2001), an after-school 
program can potentially facilitate understanding of schoolwork through teaching 
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learning-strategy knowledge, and help with task analysis through one-on-one homework 
assistance.  More importantly, the after-school tutoring can be tailored to a specific 
student’s abilities and limitations, helping with a child’s meta-cognition and self-
knowledge.  Therefore, if the origins of self-efficacy deficits are diminished through 
improved self-knowledge and task analysis, self-efficacy has the potential to grow. 
  According to Bandura, a person's motivation for achieving a certain task is a 
result of the person’s self-efficacy for that task.  If one feels he or she is able to 
accomplish a certain goal, the person will put forth more effort to achieve that goal than 
someone with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).  Conversely, children have little 
motivation to take action and persist in the face of difficulties unless they believe that 
their actions will result in the desired effect (Bandura, 1986).  Relating to this example, 
Bandura (1986) found that learning disabled students, if given the essential tools to better 
achieve their academic goals, such as modeling appropriate behaviors, would have a 
higher self-efficacy.  Bandura also believed that a person receiving feedback is more 
motivated to perform a particular task.  Also, feedback in the form of what goals and 
objectives were met can cultivate a higher self-efficacy.  In the real world example, a 
learning disabled student with a steady flow of feedback can adjust his or her efforts to 
make their goals more reasonable and possible to perform, while at the same time 
becoming more motivated to learn.  Tutoring and learning strategy instruction in the 
context of extracurricular lessons can provide that needed feedback to the student, both in 
goal-adjusting and accomplishment-praising.   
This study explored the relationship between several key areas of interest—self-
efficacy, persistence, general achievement, learning disabilities, extracurricular lessons, 
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and SES to determine if there is any correlation between participation in extracurricular 
lessons and the general achievement, self-perception of ability, and persistence of 
elementary and middle students with learning disabilities across SES groups.    
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Purpose, Research Questions, and Hypotheses 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between extracurricular 
lessons and the general achievement, persistence, and a proxy variable for self-efficacy, 
self-perception of ability, among a sample of elementary and middle students with 
learning disabilities across SES groups.  The research questions for this study include: 
1) What is the relationship between participation in extracurricular lessons and a 
score of self-perceived ability of a sample of elementary and middle school 
students with learning disabilities? 
2) What is the relationship between participation in extracurricular lessons and a 
persistence score of a sample of elementary and middle school students with 
learning disabilities? 
3) What is the relationship between participation in extracurricular lessons and a 
general achievement score of a sample of elementary and middle school 
students with learning disabilities? 
4) Is there a differential relationship for these three scores in lower SES students 
with learning disabilities compared to higher SES students? 
It was hypothesized that: 
1. There will be a statistically significant difference in the means of self-
perception of ability and persistence scores after participation in 
extracurricular lessons.   
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2. It is further hypothesized that there will be a statistically significant difference 
in the means of the general achievement score after participation in 
extracurricular lessons.   
3. Finally, there will be stronger correlation between extracurricular lessons and 
these scores in lower SES students than in higher SES students.   
These findings could strengthen the case that participation in extracurricular 
lessons in the after-school time period is strongly associated with higher levels of 
persistence, general achievement, and self-perceived ability of elementary or middle 
students with learning disabilities.  
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Method 
Description of SEELS Database 
The participant data for this study will be taken from the Special Education 
Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS).  SEELS, funded by the Office of Special 
Education Programs (OSEP) in the U.S. Department of Education, is a study of school-
age students, recording the school experiences of a national sample of students as they 
progress from elementary to middle school and from middle school to high school (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2000).  The SEELS data collection was conducted to help 
policymakers better understand the special education services that students are receiving.  
They would better understand how these students were doing in school, what kind of 
services schools provided to children and their families, and to what extent these special 
education services were helping students and families (U.S. Department of Education, 
2000). Because SEELS used a nationally representative student sample, it provides a 
comprehensive examination of the standing of special education in the United States.   
SEELS holds data on approximately 13,000 students who received special 
education services at the onset of the study.  Students ranged in age from 6 to 13 when 
the study began in 1999.  It used three primary data collection methods: student 
assessments, parent telephone interviews, and school surveys.  SEELS also sent out a 
written family survey for those families that were unable to be interviewed.  Data were 
 
 
 
25 
collected every two years beginning in the spring of 2000 (Wave 1.)  In the spring of 
2002, a second wave of data collection was conducted.  
Sampling 
Students were first chosen for the sample based on certain criteria—whether they 
met the criteria for having a learning disability.  This variable was represented by the 
“family-reported learning disability” dichotomous variable within SEELS.  They were 
chosen by this criterion because of the purpose of the study—students with learning 
disabilities.  Of those students, only students who were in elementary or middle school 
grade levels in Waves 1 and 2 were chosen.  Of this group of elementary or middle 
students who met the criteria for a learning disability, we then determined those students 
who participated in the extracurricular lessons in Wave 2 but not in Wave 1.  They were 
chosen by this criterion in order to examine the correlation between scores before and 
after the extracurricular lessons. 
It should be mentioned that there were several sampling issues throughout the 
study.  At the onset of this study, there was a more focused purpose that controlled for 
more variables.  The study originally called for a much larger sample with more specific 
sampling criteria.  I was initially going to examine the relationship between strictly after-
school programs and the academic self-efficacy and persistence of only male elementary 
school students with a diagnosed learning disability across SES groups.  The study would 
only include those male students with a diagnosed learning disability who were in first 
grade in Wave and third grade in Wave 2.  During the sampling stage of the study, a 
problem surfaced—the specificity of the sampling criteria had clearly limited the amount 
of viable data.  Because of this limitation, I was forced to open the scope of the sample to 
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include males and females with a “family-reported” learning disability as well as students 
from all elementary and middle grade levels.  Even after the expansion of the sampling 
criteria, there were only 43 students who met the criteria and only 13 of the 43 students 
responded to the self-perceived ability question in Waves 1 and 2.  Therefore, there was 
self-perceived ability data for only 13 students.  There was data on the persistence score 
and general achievement score of 42 of the 43 students.  There were 14 students in lower 
SES families and 27 students in higher SES families.  Ten of the students ranged in age 
from 7-9 years old, 27 students were 10-12 years old, and six were 13-14 years old.  
There were 25 male and 18 females.  Thirty-four students were Caucasian, four were 
African-American, and five were Hispanic.  Ten of the students were in 1st through 3rd 
grade, fourteen students in 4th through 5th grade, and nineteen in 6th grade or higher.  See 
Table 1 for the characteristics of the 43-student sample. 
Table 1 
 
Characteristics of Sample 
Response                           SES Age   Gender Race     Grade Level 
  
Lower          14 
Higher          27 
 
7-9 Years Old     10 
10-12 Years Old    27 
13-14 Years Old     6 
 
Male            25  
Female          18 
 
Caucasian          34  
African-American           4 
Hispanic            5 
 
1st – 3rd Grade          10 
4th – 5th Grade          14 
6th Grade +          19 
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Description of Variables 
The dependent variable of self-perceived ability was chosen as a proxy of 
academic self-efficacy and is represented by a variable within the existing data set.  
While current literature on self-efficacy and self-concept holds that they are different 
constructs (Bong, 1999), there are similarities between the two.  In her article comparing 
the two constructs, she states that there are a number of academic self-concept scales that 
define academic self-concept as “self-perceptions of ability” and “for younger children 
who place greater weight on their past academic experiences and who are less affected by 
the negative social comparison processes … the generality and structures of self-concept 
and self-efficacy may be more or less identical” (Bong, 1999, p. 143).  She goes on to 
explain that as these children grow older they start to base their self-perceived ability on 
social comparisons--more specifically, on their classmates and peers as opposed to past 
academic experiences.  Earlier in her article, Bong (1999) references Bandura (1977) 
when she states that self-efficacy beliefs are more strongly influenced by a person’s 
direct experiences with tasks than by social comparison.  As Bong (1999) states in her 
article, it would seem that for younger elementary and middle students, their self-
perceived ability and self-efficacy are “more or less identical” (p. 143), in that they base 
them both on past academic experiences.   
  This variable measured the belief of the child in his or her ability to get good 
grades.  Because getting good grades would be the primary way in which younger 
elementary and middle school students would self-evaluate their academic ability, this 
variable was in my opinion the best choice.  The dependent variable of persistence was 
represented as an already established variable within the data set.  The persistence 
 
 
28 
variable was one that combined a number of different variables within SEELS—namely, 
frequency that the child follows directions well, receives criticism well, performs to his 
or her ability, performs tasks even though they are difficult, continues working until task 
is finished, and ability to communicate thoughts and ideas.  The responses to these 
specific variables within the persistence variables included “1: Never,” “2: Sometimes,” 
and “3: Very often.”  When these numbers were combined, they created a scale numbered 
6-18.  A lower score denoted very little or no persistence, while a higher score meant an 
elevated level of persistence.  
The dependent variable of general achievement was represented by a variable that 
described the students’ grades over the past school year.  There were four categories 
within the variable—“1: Mostly A’s/A’s and B’s,” “2: Mostly B’s/B’s and C’s,” “3: 
Mostly C’s/C’s and D’s,” and “4: Mostly D’s and/or F’s.”  A lower score indicates higher 
grades, while a higher score indicates lower grades.   
The independent variable of the extracurricular lessons was also a specific 
variable within the data set.  This dichotomous variable simply asked whether or not the 
child participated in extracurricular lessons during the school year.  It serves as a proxy 
variable for participation in an after-school tutoring program.  Although we can only 
assume these lessons are during the after-school time period, it would be the only chance 
during the day in a normal school week for extracurricular tutoring or lessons.   Another 
independent variable was the student’s socioeconomic status.  SES groups were 
determined by in the parent interview, where the parent reported the total income of the 
student’s household as either higher or lower than $25,000 per year.  It should be stated 
that this dichotomous variable was the only feasible variable to use within SEELS for 
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SES.  Finally, the added variable of the learning disability was represented by another 
dichotomous variable in the parent interview instrument of the data set.   If the parents 
listed their son or daughter as having a “family-reported” learning disability in the parent 
interview, the student’s data was included in the study.    
There were also several issues with the variables within SEELS throughout the 
study.  The study originally called for a more comprehensive efficacy variable, which 
consisted of four different variables.  The variable set included the study’s current self-
perceived ability variable, the “belief in the child’s ability to get good grades,” as well as 
“belief in ability to learn on his or her own,” “belief in ability to succeed in school,” and 
the Academic Self-Concept score.  This variable set was identified as the “efficacy for 
school success” dependent variable.  However, many of the responses to the question of 
the child's “belief in ability to succeed in school” in SEELS were missing, and therefore I 
did not have enough responses within the data to use it as a variable.  Also, this variable, 
when combined with the other variables, “belief in ability to get good grades,” “belief in 
ability to learn on his or her own” and the Academic Self-Concept score, had a 
Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.56—too low to be considered a reliable variable.  Also, 
every combination of two or more of the variables resulted in a similarly low Cronbach’s 
alpha score.  My solution was to use a variable that would serve as a proxy for academic 
success—the “self-perception of ability” variable.  This variable was represented within 
SEELS by the “belief in his or her ability to get good grades” variable, and was chosen 
for a number of reasons.  As mentioned before, there were not enough responses to the 
“belief in ability to succeed in school” variable.  Also, learning concepts "on one's own" 
would not accurately represent self-efficacy.  Lastly, academic self-concept and academic 
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self-efficacy are similar, but are fundamentally different constructs (Bong, 1999).  
Because getting good grades would be the primary way in which younger elementary and 
middle school students would self-evaluate their academic ability, I felt this variable was 
the best choice.  While a student’s perception of his or her own ability is not as effective 
as a variable for academic self-efficacy, it represents the best choice within the SEELS 
database. 
 Secondly, many of the responses in the particular “after-school program 
participation” variable I was using were missing in SEELS.  My solution was to find 
another “after-school” or similar variable.  After looking through the SEELS database, 
the most representative one I could find that also had enough responses within SEELS 
was a dichotomous variable asking whether the student participated in “extracurricular 
lessons.”  The possible responses to this question in SEELS was either “Yes” or “No.”  
Therefore, the research questions were altered to include “extracurricular lessons” in 
place of a formal after-school program.  Finally, the dependent variable of general 
achievement was added to expand the scope of the study.  For a chart of all variables and 
how they appear in SEELS, see Table 2. 
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Table 2  
 
Variables in SEELS 
Variable         Variable Name within SEELS   Variable Description          Variable Values 
DV: Self-       SA1(2)SA10_6grade, Direct   “There is no way a student     1 = Never agree 
perceived     Assessment   like me will get good             2 = Sometimes  
ability      grades.”                 agree 
                                3 = Usually agree 
                    4 = Always agree 
 
 
DV:           ST1(2)Persist [Created             Scale of  Child Persistence        1 = Never 
Persistence   Variable], Teacher  (6-18): Combines frequency     2 = Sometimes 
    Questionnaire  that the child follows                 3 = Very often 
      directions, receives criticism, 
      well, performs to his or her 
      ability, does things even if they 
      are hard, keeps at a task until  
      finished, communicates 
                                                                thoughts/ideas 
 
 
DV: General  ST1(2)e2_gr4 [Created         Grade categories of student      1 = Mostly 
Achievement      Variable], Teacher            performance over past school  A’s/A’s and B’s 
        Questionnaire            year                      2 = Mostly B’s 
           B’s and C’s 
            3 = Mostly C’s/ 
             C’s and D’s 
            4= Mostly D’s  
            D’s and/or F’s 
 
 
IV: Learning     SI1(2)B1A_14, Parent         Family-reported learning                   0 = No 
Disability      Interview             disability             1 = Yes 
 
 
IV:     SI1(2)G4, Parent            Child took extracurricular           0 = No  
Extracurricular     Interview             lessons or classes outside                   1 = Yes 
Lessons               of class the past year 
 
 
IV: SES   SI1(2)K17A, Parent           Total income of all people in   1 = $25,000 or less 
         Interview                       respondent’s household in       2 = More than 
                           the last year before taxes      $25,000 
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Data Analysis 
This study employed secondary data analysis from the data collected in the 
SEELS database.  The data analysis was performed using the SPSS statistical program.  
Descriptive statistics were first run on the general achievement, self-perceived ability, 
and persistence scores.   In order to examine the relationship between extracurricular 
lessons and general achievement, a correlation analysis was performed on student grade 
performance in Wave 1 (when they were not participating in the lessons) and Wave 2 
(when they did.)  In addition, a paired samples t-test was run in order to examine whether 
there was a significant difference between the means of the general achievement scores in 
Waves 1 and 2.  A correlation analysis of the persistence scores from Waves 1 and 2 was 
then computed in order to examine the association between extracurricular lessons and 
persistence scores.  Then, a paired samples t-test was run in order to examine whether 
there was a significant difference between the means of the persistence scores in Waves 1 
and 2.    Finally, the pattern of responses on the self-perceived ability scores in Waves 1 
and 2 were examined.  Due to the small amount of data, no other statistical procedures 
were run on the self-perceived ability variable. 
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Results 
Results on Self-Perceived Ability Scores 
 The pattern of responses of the self-perceived ability scores of the sample of 13 
students in Wave 1 and 2 was first examined.  Because of the small sample size no 
statistical significance could be found for this variable.  This score was generated by the 
student responding to a statement: “There is no way a student like me will get good 
grades.”  There were three possible responses: (1) Never agree, (2) Sometimes agree, (3) 
Usually agree, or (4) Always agree.  The pattern of responses in Wave 1 varies across all 
four possible responses to the question.  Nine students said they never agree with that 
statement, one said he or she sometimes agrees with that statement, two usually agree 
with that statement, while one student said he or she always agrees that there was no way 
the student would get good grades.  In Wave 2, there were no students in the group who 
always agreed with the statement.  Eight students never agreed, while three students 
agreed sometimes and four students usually agreed.  The mean score of the self-perceived 
ability question in Wave 1 was 1.61, whereas the mean in Wave 2 was 1.73.  The 
standard deviation of scores in Wave 1 was 1.04 and in Wave 2 was 0.88.  See Table 3 
below for the descriptive statistics.  A correlation analysis was not performed on this 
variable due to there being only thirteen students to examine.  
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Table 3 
 
Self-perceived Ability (SpA) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                 N          Mean         s           
 W1 SpA    13           1.61     1.04     
 Score 
W2 SpA    15     1.73            0.88 
 Score 
 
Results on Persistence Scores 
There were results on the persistence scores on 42 students in Wave 1 and 2 due 
to missing data on 1 student.  As mentioned before, the persistence variable was one that 
combined a number of different variables within SEELS—namely, frequency that the 
child follows directions well, receives criticism well, performs to his or her ability, 
performs tasks even though they are difficult, continues working until task is finished, 
and ability to communicate thoughts and ideas.  The responses to these specific variables 
within the persistence variables included “1: Never,” “2: Sometimes,” and “3: Very 
often.”  When these variables were combined, they created a scale numbered 6-18.  A 
lower score denoted very little or no persistence, while a higher score meant an elevated 
level of persistence.  The mean of the persistence score in Wave 1 was 13.8, whereas the 
mean in Wave 2 was 13.5.  The standard deviation of the persistence scores were 2.60 in 
Wave 1 and 2.76 in Wave 2.  See Table 4 for descriptive statistics on persistence.  The 
paired samples t-test failed to reveal a statistically significant difference between the 
mean number of persistence scores across Wave 1(M = 13.8, s = 2.60) and Wave 2(M = 
13.5, s = 2.76) after extracurricular lessons, t(41) = 0.769, p = .446, α = .003 (Table 5). 
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Table 4 
Persistence (Pers) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                 N          Mean         s           
 W1 Pers    42    13.8    2.60     
 Score 
W2 Pers    42    13.5    2.76 
 Score 
 
Table 5 
Persistence (Pers) Score Paired Samples Correlations and Test 
Source            Pearson’s r              α                   t                 df   p         
 W1 Pers              
 Score -  0.452      0.003 0.769     41           0.446 
W2 Pers                    
 Score 
 
Results on General Achievement Scores 
There were results on the general achievement scores of only 40 students in Wave 
1 and 41 students in Wave 2 due to missing data.  As mentioned before, the dependent 
variable of general achievement was represented by a variable that described the 
students’ grades over the past school year.  There were four categories within the 
variable—“1: Mostly A’s/A’s and B’s,” “2: Mostly B’s/B’s and C’s,” “3: Mostly C’s/C’s 
and D’s,” and “4: Mostly D’s and/or F’s.”  A lower score indicates higher grades, while a 
higher score indicates lower grades.   
Frequency of students in each category in both Wave 1 and Wave 2 can be seen in 
Figure 1.  There were 13 students who received mostly A’s /A’s and B’s, 15 students who 
received mostly B’s/B’s and C’s, 11 students who received mostly C’s/C’s and D’s, and 
one student who received mostly D’s and/or F’s in Wave 1.  In Wave 2, there were 11 
students who received mostly A’s/A’s and B’s, 16 students who received mostly B’s/B’s 
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and C’s, 11 students who received mostly C’s/C’s and D’s, and 3 students who received 
mostly D’s and/or F’s.  Of the 13 students who reported getting mostly A’s/A’s and B’s 
in Wave 1, eight students reported getting the same grades, four students reported getting 
the mostly B’s/B’s and C’s, and one reported receiving mostly C’s/C’s and D’s.  Of the 
15 students who received mostly B’s/B’s and C’s in Wave 1, one reported getting mostly 
A’s/A’s and B’s, eight students reported receiving the same grades, and six students 
reported getting mostly C’s/C’s and D’s.  Of the 11 students who reported getting mostly 
C’s/C’s and D’s in Wave 1, two students reported getting mostly A’s/A’s and B’s, three 
students reported receiving mostly B’s/B’s and C’s, three students reported getting the 
same grades, two students reported getting mostly D’s/D’s and F’s, and there was 
missing data for one student on general achievement in Wave 2.   Finally, there was one 
student who reported mostly D’s and/or F’s in Wave 1 and in Wave 2.  Please refer to the 
graph and Table 6 below for these statistics.   
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Figure 1. Frequency of General Achievement Scores Across Wave 1 and Wave 2. 
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Table 6   
 
General Achievement (GA) in Wave 2  
W1 GA             W2 GA    Number of Students 
(1) Mostly A’s/ (1) Mostly A’s/   8 
A’s & B’s        A’s & B’s 
   (2) Mostly B’s/   4 
         B’s & C’s 
   (3) Mostly C’s/   1 
         C’s & D’s 
   (4) Mostly D’s    
         and/or F’s 
   Total     13 
 
(2) Mostly B’s/ (1) Mostly A’s/   1 
B’s & C’s        A’s & B’s 
   (2) Mostly B’s/   8 
         B’s & C’s 
   (3) Mostly C’s/   6 
         C’s & D’s 
   (4) Mostly D’s    
         and/or F’s 
   Total     15 
 
(3) Mostly C’s/ (1) Mostly A’s/   2 
C’s & D’s        A’s & B’s 
   (2) Mostly B’s/   3 
         B’s & C’s 
   (3) Mostly C’s/   3 
         C’s & D’s 
   (4) Mostly D’s   2     
         and/or F’s 
   Total     10 
 
(4) Mostly D’s (1) Mostly A’s/    
and/or F’s        A’s & B’s 
   (2) Mostly B’s/    
         B’s & C’s 
   (3) Mostly C’s/    
         C’s & D’s 
   (4) Mostly D’s   1 
         and/or F’s 
   Total     1 
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The mean score on general achievement was 1.97 in Wave 1 and 2.13 in Wave 2.  
The standard deviation was 0.84 in Wave 1 and 0.92 in Wave 2 (Table 7).  The paired 
samples t-test showed that the difference between the mean number of general 
achievement scores in Wave 1(M = 1.97, s = .842) and Wave 2(M = 2.13, s = .922) after 
extracurricular lessons was not statistically significant, t(38) = -1.13, p = .262, α = .00 
(Table 8). 
Table 7 
General Achievement (GA) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                 N          Mean         s           
 W1 GA    39    1.97    0.842     
 Score 
W2 GA    39    2.13    0.922 
 Score 
 
Table 8 
General Achievement (GA) Score Paired Samples Correlations and Test 
Source            Pearson’s r              α                   t                 df   p         
 W1 GA              
 Score -  0.546       0.00  -1.13     38           0.262 
W2 GA                    
 Score 
 
 
Results on the Effect of SES 
Across both waves results showed that there were 14 students who were reported 
being in a family whose household earned less than $25,000 per year.  Results showed 
that for those families making less than $25,000 per year, the mean of the persistence 
scores for Wave 1 was 13.6 and the mean of the child’s persistence scores for Wave 2 
was 13.3 (Table 9).  A paired samples t-test showed that for lower SES students, the 
difference between the mean number of persistence scores in Wave 1(M = 13.6, s = 2.74) 
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and Wave 2(M = 13.3, s = 1.98) after extracurricular lessons was not statistically 
significant, t(13) = 2.06, p = .734, α = .54 (Table 10).   
For children whose families make more than $25,000 per year, the mean of 
persistence scores in Wave 1 was 14.1 and 13.6 in Wave 2.  There were 27 students 
across both waves who reported being in a family whose household earned more than 
$25,000 per year (Table 9).  A paired samples t-test failed to reveal a statistically 
significant difference between the mean number of persistence scores for higher SES 
students across Wave 1(M = 14.1, s = 2.43) and Wave 2(M = 13.6, s = 3.15) after 
extracurricular lessons, t(26) = 0.929, p = .362, α = .002 (Table 10). 
 
Table 9 
SES Persistence (Pers) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                  N          Mean         s           
 Lower SES        14    13.6     2.74  
W1 Pers Score    
     
Lower SES     14    13.3                              1.98 
W2 Pers Score 
    
Higher SES     27    14.1     2.43 
W1 Pers Score 
 
Higher SES      27     13.6     3.15 
W2 Pers Score 
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Table 10 
SES Persistence (Pers) Score Paired Samples Correlations and Test 
Source                   Pearson’s r              α                   t          df                  p         
 Lower SES       
W1 Pers Score -      0.181            0.537          2.06         13    0.734 
Lower SES   
W2 Pers Score 
    
Higher SES 
W1 Pers Score -      0.561            0.002         0.929         26    0.362 
Higher SES  
W2 Pers Score 
 
 
For general achievement scores, results showed that for those families making 
less than $25,000 per year, the mean for Wave 1 was 2.18 and 2.09 for Wave 2 (Table 
11).  A paired samples t-test showed that for lower SES students, the difference between 
the mean number of general achievement scores in Wave 1(M = 2.18, s = .751) and Wave 
2(M = 2.09, s = .831) after extracurricular lessons was not statistically significant, t(10) = 
.265, p = .796, α = .93 (Table 12). 
For children whose families make more than $25,000 per year, the mean of 
general achievement scores in Wave 1 was 1.85 and 2.15 in Wave 2 (Table 11).  The 
paired samples t-test showed that for higher SES students, the difference between the 
mean number of general achievement scores in Wave 1(M = 1.85, s = .864) and Wave 
2(M = 2.15, s = .989) after extracurricular lessons was not statistically significant, t(26) = 
-2.30, p = .030, α = .00 (Table 12). 
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Table 11 
SES General Achievement (GA) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                  N          Mean         s           
 Lower SES        11    2.18     0.751  
W1 GA Score     
     
Lower SES     11    2.09                              0.831 
W2 GA Score 
    
Higher SES     27    1.85     0.864 
W1 GA Score 
 
Higher SES      27     2.15     0.989 
W2 GA Score 
 
Table 12 
SES General Achievement (GA) Score Paired Samples Correlations and Test 
Source                   Pearson’s r              α                   t          df                  p         
 Lower SES       
W1 GA Score  -      -0.029            0.932          0.265         10    0.796 
Lower SES   
W2 GA Score 
    
Higher SES 
W1 GA Score -         0.747            0.000         -2.30         26    0.030 
Higher SES  
W2 GA Score 
 
 Although the study did not have enough viable data for the self-perceived ability 
variable to determine statistical significance, the pattern of responses was examined.   As 
seen in Tables 21 and 22, the mean of the self-perceived ability score for lower SES 
children in Wave 1 was 2.33 and 1.50 in Wave 2 (Table 13).   
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Table 13 
SES Self-perceived Ability (SpA) Score Descriptive Statistics 
Source                  N           Mean         s           
 Lower SES  3     2.33    1.53 
W1 SpA Score 
 
Lower SES  8     1.50   0.756 
W2 SpA Score 
 
Higher SES             10     1.40   0.843 
W1 SpA Score 
 
Higher SES             7     2.00    1.00 
W2 SpA Score 
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Discussion 
The study found that there was not a statistically significant relationship between 
extracurricular lessons and general achievement, self-perceived ability, and persistence of 
students with learning disabilities across lower and higher SES groups. 
Discussion of Self-Perception of Ability, Persistence, and General Achievement Score 
Results  
 Because of the small amount of viable data for the self-perception of ability score, 
there was no way to calculate statistical significance.  Due to the inability to calculate 
statistical significance, there was no support for the self-perceived ability part of the first 
hypothesis.  It would appear strictly from the descriptive statistics that after 
extracurricular lessons, the mean of the score went up, indicating that self-perceived 
ability decreased.  However, drawing any major conclusions on this variable would be 
inappropriate—my discussion on self-perceived ability is based solely on the descriptive 
statistics that were gathered.   
Due to the statistical insignificance of the persistence scores, the persistence part 
of the first hypothesis was also not supported by the findings.  For reasons that I will 
touch on briefly in this section and further discuss in the limitations section, one should 
not rush to make any major implications based on these findings.   
One reason for the findings could be that extracurricular lessons might not be 
enough to help a child with learning disabilities overcome a deficit in their self-perceived 
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ability and persistence.  These results could indicate that children with learning 
disabilities need a much more focused and intensive academic program in order to 
improve these variables.  These results could also indicate that the answer to overcoming 
low perceived ability and persistence in children with learning disabilities is not having 
them go through more lessons or tutoring, but focusing on how the actual material is 
taught to them during the normal school day.  Because we do not know the specifics of 
the extracurricular lessons in which each child participated, one can only speculate on the 
basis for these results.   
 It would appear that the results on general achievement scores failed to support 
the second hypothesis—there was not a statistically significant difference in the means of 
the general achievement scores after extracurricular lessons.  These results conflict with 
the literature reviewed previously.  While previous studies have found higher 
achievement among students in out-of-school programs, this study has found that there is 
no relationship.  There are a number of possible explanations for these conflicting results.  
One possibility could be the specific measure of the variable—grades.  Because SEELS 
data was collected from all over the country, it would be reasonable to assume that the 
students examined in this study all had different teachers.  Teachers from the same 
school, let alone different states, have different ways in which they determine grades for 
students.  While Student A was recorded within SEELS as having mostly A’s/A’s and 
B’s because his or her teacher based student grades solely on test performance, Student B 
might have been recorded as having mostly A’s/A’s and B’s because his or her teacher 
based grades on different criteria, such as effort or performance on homework 
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assignments.  However, I strongly advise not to rush to any judgments on the 
implications of these findings.   
There are many possible reasons for the findings on all three variables.  One 
reason is the multitude of other variables that are associated with persistence, self-
perceived ability, and general achievement besides participation in extracurricular 
lessons.  The section on limitations will delve into some of these possible outside 
variables.  The findings could have resulted from the very nature of the study—
specifically, the use of an extent data set.  When using an extent dataset, there are many 
unknowns in the data.  One unknown was the level and degree of the program in which 
each child participated—the SEELS database did not describe the specifics of the 
extracurricular lessons.  With specific information on the program one would be better 
equipped to examine the relationship between these variables.  Finally, these findings 
could simply be the result of not having enough sufficient data to truly examine and 
adequately answer the questions.  The limitations section will delve deeper into these 
possibilities.    
Discussion of Effect of SES 
The third hypothesis was also not supported—the persistence, general 
achievement, and self-perceived ability scores (due to the inability to calculate statistical 
significance) were not strongly correlated with extracurricular lessons for either SES 
group.  There was no correlation between persistence and general achievement scores for 
both lower and higher SES groups.  A possible explanation is that the challenges the 
learning disabled child faces transcends the potential issues facing the child due to the 
socioeconomic status of the family.  As mentioned in the previous section, it might be 
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that for both higher and lower SES students, extracurricular lessons are not enough to 
help a child with learning disabilities with their self-perceived ability and persistence.  
Again, these children might benefit from a more focused academic program that 
examines how material is taught to these students.  This possibility also reinforces the 
larger point—because we do not know the details of the extracurricular lessons, one 
cannot sufficiently examine this relationship.  As will be mentioned in the following 
section, a future study using primary data collection would provide these details. 
 Because the study did not have enough viable data on the self-perceived ability, 
no statistical procedure was performed.   However, looking strictly at the pattern of 
responses, it seemed that lower SES children had lower scores after participating in 
extracurricular lessons.  Lower scores indicate a higher measure of self-perceived ability.  
Yet higher SES children tended to have a higher self-perceived ability score (lower 
measure of self-perceived ability) after participating in extracurricular lessons.  These 
findings could suggest that the lower SES students benefitted more from the 
extracurricular lessons.  These results could be potentially significant, but due to the low 
amount of viable data, drawing any major conclusions or implications would be 
inappropriate.   
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
Based on the literature reviewed for this study, I still think that there is 
overwhelming support out there today for my original hypotheses.  There is currently a 
large body of research that supports the idea that added or supplemental instruction in the 
after-school time period is associated with gains in academic achievement, persistence, 
and efficacy.  I propose that the main reason I did not find similar results was because of 
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the number of limitations of this study, the primary limitation being the SEELS dataset.   
The SEELS dataset presented a number of challenges for my specific research question.   
The first challenge and limitation created by SEELS was the inability to properly 
represent the original and more comprehensive variables for this study.  First, the original 
variable of “efficacy for school success” was more comprehensive and included four 
related variables within SEELS.  However, because of variable challenges I encountered, 
it was necessary that I use the similar but less potent variable of “self-perceived ability.”  
It is possible that the findings of this study are true—that extracurricular lessons were not 
associated with my measure of “self-perceived ability.”  But, due to much of the research 
on extracurricular tutoring and self-efficacy, I still believe that the extracurricular lessons 
would be strongly related to many measures of academic self-efficacy.  Although Bong 
(1999) saw academic self-efficacy and academic self-concept (or self-perception of 
ability on some scales) as similar in younger students, these constructs simply might be 
too different for this research question.   
Secondly, my original variable of “participation in an after-school program” as 
well as the variable of “participation in extracurricular lessons” that was used in the study 
lacked specifics that were important to the understanding of the study.  Nowhere in the 
dataset did SEELS provide when and what kind of tutoring took place, as well as whether 
these “extracurricular lessons” included children of mixed abilities or strictly those with 
learning disabilities, all of which could have severely skewed the findings.  Finally, I was 
unable to include a variable that would have included only those children with a 
diagnosed learning disability.  Due to lack of sufficient data in SEELS, I had to settle for 
using the less effective variable of a “family-reported” learning disability.  Using this 
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variable instead of the more powerful one of whether the child was diagnosed with the 
learning disability could have led to skewed results. 
Another limitation created by SEELS was the substantial amount of missing data 
in the database.  As mentioned in the Method section, there were a number of variables 
that were missing data, therefore excluding them from the study.  This lack of viable data 
within the SEELS severely limited the amount of students I could include in the study 
and is another reason why it would be imprudent to generalize these findings.  This 
limitation of missing data forced me expand the scope of the study to include both males 
and females.  Including both genders led to another limitation in this study.  Since there 
are approximately three times as many boys with a learning disability as girls, the results 
of this study could be skewed towards males. 
Unfortunately, there was no evidence on the SEELS website or literature about 
similar difficulties in other current studies.  Therefore, I am not sure how other 
researchers would have dealt with the limitations presented by the SEELS database.  
Regrettably, these limitations make it difficult to generalize the results of this finding.  
Further research needs to be performed in order to adequately encompass the issue. 
Another limitation includes the possibility that other variables affected the scores 
of these students.  It is plausible, for example, that a variable such as the medication a 
child takes for his or her learning disability affected the score.  This limitation is due 
mainly to the reality of using an extent dataset—there is no way to control for this 
variable, which leads to an important point.  This study has demonstrated the clear 
limitations extent datasets have for individual studies.  When initially faced with the 
challenges presented by SEELS, I investigated a number of extent datasets to use in the 
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place of the SEELS database.   However, every one of them could not accommodate the 
specific needs of my study.  Primary data collection would have been better suited for the 
narrow scope of the study and seems to be a vital factor in building a study around a 
researcher’s own questions and specific interests.  Although using secondary data 
analyses are more logical to perform in terms of time and money, an intervention study 
using primary data collection could control for specific variables and would not be 
constrained by the amount of data that can be collected.  Such a study would more 
accurately examine the relationship between the variables in this study—academic self-
efficacy, persistence, general achievement, after-school programs, tutoring, gender, and 
SES.   
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Conclusion 
This study found that there was not a statistically significant relationship between 
extracurricular lessons and general achievement and persistence.  Due to the statistically 
insufficient amount of data on self-perceived ability, no statistical significance could be 
calculated, although the pattern of responses demonstrated higher levels of self-perceived 
ability in lower SES students.  However, because of the inability to calculate statistical 
significance, drawing any major conclusions would be inappropriate.  The low amount of 
viable data across all three major dependent variables supports the need for further 
examination using a primary data collection method.  With the growing number of 
children with learning disabilities, it is imperative that we further examine the 
relationship between extracurricular tutoring, learning disabilities, SES, self-efficacy, 
self-perceived ability, persistence, and general achievement.  
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